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The terms GAAS audit, forensic accounting, and fraud examination are 
frequently used, sometimes interchangeably, by the general public and practitioners in 
day-to-day conversations. However, these terms are the names of distinct services that 
have important differences.
This article discusses some of the basic and fundamental differences in the approach, 
scope, procedures, and costs related to each of the above services.
HISTORY AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES
GAAS Audit
An aud it is conducted  in accor­
dance with generally accepted audit­
ing standards (GAAS) established by 
the AICPA’s A uditing Standards 
Board (ASB) in the form of State­
m ents on A uditing  S tandards 
(SASs). Entities defined as issuers1 
are requ ired  to have audits con­
ducted in accordance with auditing 
standards governed by the Public 
Com pany A ccounting  O versight 
Board (PCAOB).2 For the balance of 
this article, audits under both the 
AICPA and PCAOB standards will 
be referred to as GAAS audits.
The AICPA standards cover audi­
tor qualifications, conduct of field 
work, and reporting results. The first 
auditing p rocedure standard  was 
issued in October 1939. The first SAS 
was issued in November 1972 and, as
of D ecem ber 2008, the ASB has 
issued 115 statements.
An aud it perfo rm ed  in accor­
dance with GAAS considers fraud 
risks th ro u g h o u t the process 
because it is designed to obtain rea­
sonable assurance as to whether the 
financ ia l s ta tem en ts are free  of 
m ateria l m issta tem ent, w hether 
caused by fraud or error. The finan­
cial statements and related internal 
controls over financial reporting are 
a basic responsibility of company 
management.
Forensic Accounting
Forensic accounting can be traced 
back to the 1800s when Jam es 
M cClelland of Glasgow, Scotland 
began a business that, in part, adver­
tised “the making up of statements, 
reports on disputed accounts and 
claims for the purpose of laying 
before arbiters, courts, or counsel.”3
 AlCPA 1 An issuer is defined in section 3 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c), the securities of which are registered under section 12 of that Act (15 U.S.C. 781), or is required to file reports under section 15(d) (15 U.S.C. 78o(d)), or files or has filed a registration statement that has not yet become effective under the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 77a e tseq .), and that it has not withdrawn.
2 Initially the PCAOB adopted the AICPA’s auditing standards (Statement on Auditing Standards Nos. 1-101) 
on an interim basis; as of December, 2008, six PCAOB Auditing Standards exist.
3 Alex Moore, “The Accountant as an Expert Witness,” The Accountant, June 29, 1907, pp. 879-886.
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A fraud examination is a subset of 
forensic accounting.
With the development of the Cer­
tified in Financial Forensics (CFF) 
credential, the AICPA has adopted 
the definition of forensic accounting as 
“generally involving the application 
of specialized knowledge and inves­
tigative skills possessed by CPAs to 
collect, analyze, and evaluate eviden­
tial matter and to interpret and com­
municate findings in the courtroom, 
boardroom, or other legal or admin­
istrative venues.”
Forensic accounting services can 
be segmented into seven core areas: 
(1) economic damages, (2) valua­
tions, (3) fraud prevention and detec­
tion and fraud examinations, (4) 
bankruptcy, insolvency, and reorgani­
zations, (5) financial statement fraud, 
(6) family law matters, and (7) com­
puter forensics. A fraud examination 
is only one part of the broad umbrella 
of forensic accounting services.
Fraud Examination
The Association of Certified Fraud Ex­
aminers (ACFE) defines a fraud exam­
ination as “a methodology for resolv­
ing fraud allegations from inception 
to disposition. More specifically, fraud 
examination involves obtaining evi­
dence and taking statements, writing 
reports, testifying to findings, and 
assisting in the detection and preven­
tion of fraud.”4
Each fraud examination is unique 
in that the approach and exam steps
are determined first by the predica­
tion. The approach is then changed as 
evidence is uncovered. Predication is 
the totality of circumstances that 
would lead a reasonable, profession­
ally trained, and prudent individual to 
believe a fraud has occurred or may 
occur.5 Several elements of a fraud 
examination are not typically part of 
a GAAS audit. Some of these ele­
ments may include the practitioner’s
GAAS Audit v. Fraud Examination
An Illustration o f the Key Distinctions of Each
WHAT
= FREQUENCY
+
KEY ELEMENTS
+ RESULT
GAAS
AUDIT
Recurring
• Tailored Audit Programs
• Materiality
• Evaluate Internal Controls
• Audit Tests & Evidence
• Costs Estimable
Opinion on Financial 
Statements
FRAUD
EXAMINATION
Non-Recurring
based
on Predication
•  No Roadmap
• Custom Procedures
• Hypothesis and Test
• Interviews
• Chain of Evidence
• Costs Difficult to Estimate
Possible Report to
Board, M anagement 
or Authorities
background in criminology, educa­
tion in behavioral sciences, knowledge 
of rules of evidence, training in public 
records searches, experience with 
electronic data mining, and his or her 
application of this knowledge and 
experience.
IS ANYTHING THE SAME?
Although general public opinion 
seems to be that a GAAS audit is 
closely related to a fraud examina­
tion, that perception is incorrect, and
its incorrectness is confirmed by a 
review of the authoritative guidance. 
Aside from the gathering and analy­
sis of financial information, a GAAS 
audit and a fraud examination do 
not share many similarities. Rather 
than detail every difference between 
a GAAS audit and fraud examina­
tion, we illustrate in the chart below 
the basic contrast of some fundamen­
tal distinctions:6
DETAILS OF GAAS AUDITS AND FRAUD 
EXAM INATIONS
GAAS Audits
“The objective of the ordinary audit 
of financial statements by the inde­
pendent auditor is the expression of 
an op in ion  on the fairness with 
which they present, in all material 
respects, financial position, results of 
operations, and its cash flows in con­
form ity with generally accepted  
accounting principles.”7
4 The Association of Fraud Examiners, 2008 Fraud Examiners Manual.
5 Ibid.
6 For example, an audit includes an evaluation of internal controls, an understanding of the accounting systems within the entity, completion of risk assessments (includ­
ing fraud risk, control risk, and detection risk), tailored audit programs, and audit tests designed to result in sufficient appropriate audit evidence.
7 Paragraph .01 of AU section 110, Responsibilities and Functions of the Independent Auditor (AICPA, Professional Standards, vol. 1).
CPA  Expert , W inter 2 0 0 9 , Volum e 1 4 , Number 3 . Published by the Am erican Institute of Certified Public Accountants. Copyright ©  2 0 0 9 , by the Am erican Institute of Certified Public Accountants, 2 2 0  Leigh Farm  Road, Durhom, NC 
2 7 7 0 7 -8 1 1 0 . Printed in the U .S .A . Subscription rates: $ 7 6  a year; for A ICPA m em bers, $ 7 2 ; for m em bers of the AICPA FVS Sectio n, $ 3 6 . To order call 8 8 8 -7 7 7 -7 0 7 7 . CPA Expert is designed to provide tim ely nonauthoritative 
information only. It does not provide legal advice. The view s of the authors and editors are their own, not those of the AICPA.
EDITORIAL ADVISERS
R. James Alerding, CPA/ABV 
Clifton Gunderson, LLC 
Indianapolis, IN
Michael G. Ueltzen, CPA
Ueltzen & Company
Sacramento, CA
Michael A. Crain, CPA/ABV
The Financial Valuation Group
Fort Lauderdale, FL
Mark O. Dietrich, CPA/ABV 
Dietrich & Wilson, P. C. 
Framingham, MA
Robert E. Duffy, CPA/ABV, CFA, ASA 
Grant Thornton LLP
Seattle, WA
Ronald L. Durkin, CPA, CFE, CIRA, CFF 
Durkin Forensic, Inc.
San Diego, CA
Nancy J. Fannon, CPA/ABV 
Fannon Valuation Group 
Portland, ME
Thomas E. Hilton, CPA/ABV 
Anders, Minkler & Diehl, LLP
St. Louis, MO
Thomas F. Burrage, CPA/ABV
Burrage & Johnson, CPAs, LLC 
Albuquerque, NM
Harold G. Martin, Jr.
Keiter, Stephens, Hurst, Gary & Shreaves, PC 
Glen Allen, VA
Susan L. Mueller, ASA
The Phoenix Group
Cincinnati, OH
Patrice Schiano, JD, CPA
Protiviti Inc.
New York, NY
Ronal L. Seigneur, CPA/ABV
Seigneur Gustafson Knight LLP 
Lakewood, CO
Robin E. Taylor, CPA/ABV 
Dixon Hughes PLLC 
Birmingham, AL
Sandra K. Johnigan, CPA 
Dallas,TX
CONTRIBUTING EDITORS
Gary R. Trugman, CPA/ABV
Trugman Valuation Associates, Inc. 
Plantation, FL
James R. Hitchner, CPA/ABV
The Financial Valuation Group
Atlanta, GA
Eva M. Lang, CPA/ABV, ASA
The Financial Consulting Group 
Memphis, TN
Mark L . Zyla, CPA/ABV, CFA, ASA 
Acuitas Inc.
Atlanta, GA
MANAGING EDITOR
William Moran 
wmoran@aicpa.org
2
W in te r  2 0 0 9 CPA E xpert
In addition to the concept that a 
GAAS audit enables an independent 
accountant to express an opinion as 
to the fairness of the financial state­
ments, several additional precepts are 
embedded in the general approach 
of a GAAS audit.
1. APPROACH
Concept o f materiality and reasonable assurance
The GAAS standards recognize that 
a GAAS audit should be planned 
and performed to obtain reasonable 
assurance about whether the finan­
cial statements are free from mater­
ial misstatement whether caused by 
error or fraud.8 Another element of 
reasonable assurance includes the 
concept of selective testing of the 
data to be audited and the use of 
judgment regarding both the areas 
to be tested and the nature, timing, 
and extent of the test to be per­
form ed. Finally, ju d g m en t is re ­
quired in interpreting the results of 
the aud it testing and evaluating 
audit evidence.
2. SCOPE
Responsibility o f Management
Company management is responsi­
ble for the financial statem ents. 
Management has the responsibility 
to adopt sound accounting policies 
and to establish and maintain inter­
nal control that will, among other 
things, initiate, authorize, record, 
process, and report transactions (as 
well as events and conditions) consis­
tent with m anagement’s assertions 
em bodied in the financial state­
ments.9 At the outset of the engage­
m ent, the aud ito r establishes an 
u n d ers tan d in g  with the c lien t 
regarding the services to be per­
formed. This understanding is docu­
mented in the engagement letter. As
part of the audit, the auditor obtains 
a management representation letter. 
M anagem ent’s responsibility  is 
specifically referenced in the inde­
pendent accountant’s report.10 1
Use o f Professional Skepticism
Professional skepticism is an attitude 
that includes a questioning mind 
and a critical assessment of the audit 
evidence.11 Professional skepticism 
should be exercised throughout the 
audit process. When exercising pro­
fessional skepticism, the auditor nei­
ther assumes that m anagem ent is 
dishonest nor assumes unquestion­
able honesty.12
3. PROCEDURES
Sufficiency o f Audit Evidence
The auditor relies on evidence that 
is persuasive rather than convincing. 
The types of audit procedures the 
auditor performs are as follows:
• Inspection
• Observation
• Inquiry
• Confirmation
• Recalculation
• Re-performance
• Analytical procedure
Consideration o f Fraud Characteristics
The audit standards recognize that 
because of the characteristics of 
fraud, a properly planned and per­
formed audit may not detect a mate­
rial misstatement. The characteristics 
of fraud that may preclude a prop­
erly planned and performed GAAS 
aud it from  de tec ting  the fraud  
include the following:
• Concealment through collusion 
among management, employees, 
or third parties
• Withheld, misrepresented, or fal­
sified documentation
• The ability of m anagem ent to
override or instruct o thers to 
override what otherwise appear to 
be effective controls13
Assessment o f the Fraud Risk
During the conduct of a GAAS audit, 
the auditor should
• discuss among engagement per­
sonnel the risks of material mis­
statement due to fraud;
• make inquiries of m anagement 
and others within the entity about 
the risk for fraud;
• consider any unusual or unex­
pected relationships that have 
been identified in perform ing 
analytical procedures in planning 
the audit;
• consider whether one or more 
fraud risk factors exist;
• consider other information that 
may be helpful in identifying risks 
of material misstatement due to 
fraud;14
• use the information gathered to 
identify risk of material misstate­
ment due to fraud;
• presume that improper revenue 
recognition is a fraud risk;
• consider the risk of management 
override of controls; and
• respond to the results of the risk 
assessment.
Imbedded in a GAAS audit are 
the concepts of dual responsibilities 
(management and the auditor), rea­
sonable assurance, professional skep­
ticism, sampling, assessing the risk of 
fraud, and use of professional judg­
m ent in evaluating the results 
of the audit work undertaken. As 
acknowledged in the professional lit­
erature, an audit conducted in confor­
mity with GAAS may not detect a fraud 
due to the concealment through collusion, 
withheld, misrepresented or falsified docu­
mentation, and the ability to override 
what otherwise appear to be effective inter­
nal controls.
8 AU section 110 paragraph .02.
9 AU section 110 paragraph .03.
10 AU section 508, Reports on Audited Financial Statements (AICPA, Professional Standards, vol. 1).
11 Paragraph .07 of AU section 230, Due Professional Care in the Performance of Work (AICPA, Professional Standards, vol. 1).
12 AU section 230 paragraph .09.
13 AU section 230 paragraph .12.
14 Paragraph .19 of AU section 316, Consideration of Fraud in a Financial Statement Audit (AICPA, Professional Standards, vol. 1).
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4. TIME AND COSTS
The auditor is typically able to esti­
mate the time and costs that would 
be necessary to complete an audit 
for an entity based on several factors: 
history and experience with the 
client; review of audit requirements 
and industry guides; company orga­
nization and regulation; and the 
company control environment and 
its associated risks. In addition the 
auditor and the client are often sub­
ject to regulatory or contractual dead­
lines to deliver the audited financial 
statements.
Fraud Examination
The conceptual approach, scope, 
procedures, and time and costs asso­
ciated with a fraud examination are 
fundamentally different from the 
approach undertaken in a GAAS 
audit. From the initial predication to 
the planning and execution of the 
examination, the fraud examiner 
evaluates the hypothesis about a hid­
den fraud.
1. APPROACH
The traditional audit methodology is 
fundamentally redefined in the con­
duct of the fraud examination as dis­
cussed by Ronald L. Durkin, CPA/ 
CFF, CFE, Senior Managing Director 
of Durkin Forensic, Inc. In an article, 
“Defining the Practice of Forensic 
A ccounting,” CPA Expert (Special 
Issue 1999), Durkin includes the fol­
lowing concepts:
• Not limiting the scope of the en­
gagement based upon materiality
• Not accepting sampling as evi­
dence
• Not assuming management has 
integrity15
• Seeking the best legal evidence
• Melding the requirements of the 
evidential matter standard with 
the rules of evidence
The forensic accountant performing 
a fraud examination is involved after 
the fact. The process begins in
response to a complaint or suspicion 
of fraud related  to financial and 
accounting issues. In addition the 
fraud examiner may work directly 
with counsel, who will assist in the 
development of the scope and con­
duct of a fraud examination
2. SCOPE
The Association of Certified Fraud 
Examiners has also identified the 
principal differences between the 
auditing and fraud examination,16 as 
outlined in the following table:
Issue Auditing Fraud Examination
Timing Recurring
Audits are conducted on a regular, recurring basis.
Nonrecurring
Fraud examinations are nonrecurring. They are con­
ducted only with sufficient predication.
Scope General
The scope of the audit is a general examination of 
the financial data.
Specific
The fraud examination is conducted to resolve specific 
allegations.
Objective Opinion
An audit is generally conducted for the purpose of 
expressing an opinion on the financial statements or 
related information.
Affix Blame
The fraud examination's goal is to determine whether 
fraud has occurred or is occurring and to determine 
who is responsible.
Relationship Nonadversarial
The audit process is nonadversarial in nature.
Adversarial
Fraud examinations, because they involve efforts to 
affix blame, are adversarial in nature.
Methodology Audit Techniques
Audits are conducted primarily by examining financial 
data.
Fraud Examination Techniques
Fraud examinations are conducted by (1) document 
examination; (2) review of outside data such as pub­
lic records; and (3 ) interviews.
Presumption Professional Skepticism
Auditors are required to approach audits with profes­
sional skepticism.
Proof
Fraud examiners approach the resolution of a fraud by 
attempting to establish sufficient proof to support or
refute an allegation of fraud.
3. PROCEDURES
The use of forensic procedures will 
often reveal evidence that is differ­
ent from that obtained through the 
audit procedures outlined in the 
AICPA Professional Standards. As 
noted in the preceding table, several 
non-GAAS procedures are used in 
the course of a fraud investigation. 
They include the following: 
a. Extensive use of interviews, leverag­
ing techniques designed to elicit 
sufficient information to prove or 
disprove an hypothesis
D ocum ent inspection that may 
extend to authentication proce­
dures and handwriting analysis
C. Significant public records search to 
uncover, for exam ple, unex­
pected title or ownership, other 
known addresses, and p rio r 
records of individuals
d. Legal knowledge regarding rules 
of evidence including chain of cus­
tody and preservation of evidence 
integrity
In considering the procedures 
employed by the fraud examiner, it is
important to understand the contrast 
between the level of assurance pro­
vided by and the time and costs asso­
ciated with a GAAS audit and those 
of a typical fraud examination.
4. TIME AND COSTS
Because of the hidden nature and 
unpredictable extent of possible 
fraud, the time required for and the 
costs of fraud examinations are diffi­
cult to estimate at the outset. Because 
fraud examinations are not recur­
ring, nor does any one investigation
15  In a GAAS audit (AU section 230 paragraph .09), the auditor neither assumes that management is dishonest nor assumes unquestioned honesty; the mindset of a person 
conducting a fraud examination does not assume management has integrity.
16 Association of Certified Fraud Examiners, 2008 Fraud Examiners Manual.
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Ass
ura
nce
Absolute
Reasonable
Limited
None
Levels of Assurance
Compilation
Review
Time & Costs
mirror another, no reliable histori­
cal record is available to estimate 
costs to com plete a project. Fre­
quently  the time and costs of a 
frau d  ex am in a tio n  are  s ig n ifi­
EMPIRICAL DATA SOURCES FOR THE 
RELIEF FROM ROYALTY METHOD
B y  A s h le y  L . R e i l ly  a nd R o b e r t  F . R e i l ly ,  C P A / A B V
Valuation analysts are often asked to 
value intellectual property: patents, 
trademarks, copyrights, and trade 
secrets. These valuations may be per­
formed for the following purposes: 
financial accounting and fair value 
reporting; sale and license transac­
tion structuring and fairness opin­
ions; asset-based co llateral and 
sale/license back financing transac­
tions; formations of jo in t ventures 
and intellectual property holding 
companies; income tax compliance 
related to charitable contributions 
and other tax deductions; intercom­
pany and third party transfer pricing; 
and lost profits/economic damages 
analysis related to infringement and 
other litigation claims.
Valuation analysts often use the 
relief from royalty method (the RFR 
m ethod) to estimate intellectual 
property value. They may also use 
this method to value other types of
Fraud
Examination
Audit
cantly g rea te r than  those of an 
audit; in many cases the costs may 
be a multiple of ten times greater 
or more for a fraud examination 
than a GAAS audit.
commercial intangible assets, as long 
as sufficient transactional data are 
available from which to extract a 
market-derived royalty rate. Valua­
tion analysts often find that a paucity 
of empirical data exists with regard to 
the arm’s length license of most com­
mercial intangible assets. Because of 
this data constraint the RFR valua­
tion m ethod is used primarily to 
value patents, tradem arks, copy­
rights, and trade secrets.
Depending on the source of the 
intellectual property royalty rate used 
in the valuation analysis, the RFR 
method may be considered either a 
m arket approach m ethod or an 
income approach m ethod. If the 
source of the intellectual property 
royalty rate is a fair return on the 
intellectual property value, then the 
RFR m ethod may be considered a 
cost approach method. However, this 
valuation approach categorization
CONCLUSION
The purpose, approach, scope, and 
procedures for a GAAS audit and a 
fraud examination differ dramati­
cally from one another. The scope, 
procedures, approach, and time and 
costs are fundamentally different 
between a GAAS audit and a fraud 
exam ination. Accordingly and as 
should be expected, the level of 
assurance provided by the accoun­
tant is designed to be different. The 
bottom line is that a GAAS audit and 
a fraud examination are different 
services specifically designed for dif­
ferent purposes. x
Annette Salker, CPA/CFF, CFE, is director 
and Michael G. Ueltzen, CPA/CFF, CFE is 
partner in the forensic accounting practice 
of Ueltzen and Company, Sacramento. Mr. 
Ueltzen chairs the AICPA Certified in Finan­
cial Forensics (CFF) credential committee. 
He can be contacted via email at mueltzen@ 
ueitzen.com.
process is really a matter of semantics. 
Whether the source of the selected 
intellectual property royalty rate is 
a “comparable uncontrolled trans­
action” license (market approach), a 
profit split analysis (incom e ap­
proach), or a fair return on an intan­
gible asset value (cost approach)
• the theoretical foundation of the
RFR method remains the same.
• the practical application of the
RFR method remains the same.
• the value conclusion of the RFR 
method remains the same.
This article provides a summary 
description of the common sources 
of empirical transactional data with 
regard  to in te llec tual p roperty  
licenses. In the application of the 
RFR method, the valuation analyst 
typically considers the following 
sources of data related to the intel­
lectual property royalty rate:
• Print data sources
• Online data sources
• “Other” data sources
THE RFR METHOD
First, the RFR method is based on 
the fact that intellectual property
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total ownership rights are often dis­
aggregated between licensors and 
licensees. In addition, the intellectual 
property ownership total rights are 
often disaggregated betw een an 
owner (the in tellectual property 
developer) and an operator (the 
entity that uses the subject intellec­
tual property).
Second, the RFR method assumes 
that if the current owner is the intel­
lectual property operator (but not 
the intellectual property developer), 
then the actual owner should be will­
ing to license the subject intellectual 
p roperty  from  the hypothetical 
owner/licensor. In the hypothetical 
license agreement, the actual owner 
is the intellectual property licensee. 
And the hypothetical owner is the 
intellectual property licensor. In the 
hypothetical license agreement, the 
actual owner (as the party using the 
subject intellectual property) will 
have to pay a market-derived royalty 
for the use of the subject intellectual 
property.
Third, intellectual property license 
agreement royalties are usually based 
on a royalty rate. License agreement 
royalty rates are usually calculated as 
either
• X% of operator revenue (or some 
other operator income measure),
• $Y per operator unit produced
(or per operator unit sold), or
• $Z per time period (for example, 
per year).
F ourth , because the cu rren t 
owner owns the subject intellectual 
property, the owner does not have to 
pay a licensor to license the use of 
the subject intellectual property. 
T herefo re  the cu rre n t owner is 
“relieved” from having to pay a roy­
alty for the use of the intellectual 
property to an intellectual property 
licensor.
The RFR method basic valuation 
formula is as follows:
intellectual property value = owner/operator revenue x  royalty rate discount rate -  growth rate
The basic valuation form ula is 
appropriate when the intellectual
property revenue stream is a perpetu­
ity (that is, does not have a finite 
remaining useful life [RUL]), and 
the expected annual rate of change 
in that intellectual property revenue 
stream (whether positive or negative) 
is constant. When these two simplify­
ing assumptions are not appropriate, 
then the valuation analyst will modify 
the basic valuation formula accord­
ingly. That is, instead of using the 
basic direct capitalization m ethod 
formula, the valuation analyst will use 
a discount projection period yield 
capitalization method formula.
W hen using the RFR m ethod
(whether a direct capitalization meth­
od or a yield capitalization method), 
the valuation analyst should consider 
the following procedures:
• Select an intellectual property- 
specific royalty rate (and not nec­
essarily the mean, median, mode, 
etc. royalty rate from the guide­
line intellectual property transac­
tional data).
• Use a normalized or stabilized 
revenue base for the intellectual 
property ow ner/operator (and 
no t necessarily the last year’s 
actual revenue or the next year’s 
projected revenue).
• Use a discount rate that is consis­
tent with
-  the selected standard of value 
and premise of value.
-  the risk of the subject intellec­
tual property.
-  the income tax level of the pro­
jected royalty income.
• Use an expected  long-term  
growth rate that is consistent with
-  the age and RUL of the intel­
lectual property.
-  the cost to maintain the intel­
lectual property.
• Adjust the royalty paym ent as 
needed to account for the cost to 
develop (if still in development) or 
maintain the intellectual property.
• Use the yield capitalization model 
for a growth rate royalty payment 
projection.
• Use a limited life direct capitaliza­
tion rate for a constant growth
rate royalty payment projection, if 
the intellectual property has a lim­
ited RUL.
PRINT SOURCES FOR ROYALTY RATE DATA
The following publications are some 
of the print data sources for intellec­
tual property license royalty rates 
that the valuation analyst commonly 
considers:
1. Battersby, Gregory J. and Charles 
W. Grimes. Licensing Royalty Rates, 
2008 edition (New York: Aspen 
Publishers).
This is the most recent edition of 
a data source that is published 
annually.
2. Licensing Economics Review is a 
bimonthly newsletter that pub­
lishes royalty rates of selected I/P  
license transactions and provides 
an annual survey in December of 
average royalty rates by industry. It 
is published by AUS Consultants 
(www.ausinc.com/auscon.html).
ONLINE SOURCES OF ROYALTY RATE DATA
Valuation analysts often use four com­
mon online data sources to search for 
guideline intellectual property license 
royalty rates. Summary descriptions of 
these four online license data sources 
are as follows.
F inancia l Va lua tion  Group In te lle c tu a l P roperty  
Transaction Database
8074 N. 56th Street, Tam pa, FL 
33617 (813/985-2232), www.fvgi.com
The Financial Valuation Group
Intellectual Property Transaction 
database includes many types of intel­
lectual property license transactions, 
such as product, patent, m ineral 
rights, franchise/distribution rights, 
copyright, trademark, trade name, 
technology, software, and proprietary 
information. The database consists of 
approximately 40 fields of potentially 
useful data for each reported intel­
lectual property license transaction. 
Custom intellectual property royalty 
rate searches may be designed to find 
transactions based on standard indus­
trial classification (SIC) codes, North 
American Industry Classification
6
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codes, keywords, industry, type of 
transaction, payment structure, or 
application.
A custom search costs $150; this 
price is applied toward the purchase 
of the intellectual property license 
transaction summaries. Each transac­
tion summary costs $60. Each sup­
porting document costs $30. A $25 
sh ipping  and hand ling  fee is 
charged for the overnight delivery of 
print copies of the license transac­
tional data.
Exhibit 1 presents an illustrative 
sample intellectual property license 
summary from the Financial Valuation 
Group license transaction database.
RoyaltyStat
5404 Blackstone Road, Bethesda, 
MD 20816-1821, (301/299-1018), 
www.royaltystat.com
The RoyaltyStat database contains 
the name of the licensor, licensee, 
intellectual property description, 
license royalty rate, exclusivity, dura­
tion, and the territory covered by 
selected intellectual property license 
agreements. The RoyaltyStat data­
base is useful for finding royalty rates 
for licensing intangible property, 
finding industry or guideline royalty 
rates, determining buy-in payments 
and purchase price allocations, esti­
mating litigation damages, and valu­
ing intellectual property for mergers, 
acquisitions, divestitures, or bank­
ruptcies. The user may search the 
database by SIC code or by full text 
queries. Summary statistics, includ­
ing quartiles of selected royalty rates, 
are available.
The annual subscription database 
costs $3,500 for a maximum of 150 
license agreements. Searches that 
exceed 150 license agreements are 
charged $25 for each additional 
license agreement.
RoyaltySource from AUS Corporation
P.O. Box 1050, M oorestown, NJ 
08057-1050 (800/925-4287), www. 
royaltysource.com
The RoyaltySource database identi­
fies the licensee and licensor, provides
Exhibit 1: The Financial Valuation Group
Illustrative Sample Intellectual Property License Transaction Data
______________
FINANCIAL VaLUATION
Licensor: Thomas J. Ulrich
Licensor 1987  SIC: 6 7 9 4
Licensor 1 9 97  NAICS: 5 3 3 1 1 0
Licensor Country: U.S.
Licensor Industry: Custom Computer
Programming Systems
Type of Agreement: Patent
Secondary Type: Product
Patent or Trademark 
Number:
4 ,8 0 3 ,7 1 9
Geographic Region: Worldwide
General Industry: Patent Owner or Lessor
Remuneration
Structure:
Flat Fee/Percent
F la t  %: 3 .0 0 %
Range %  Low End:
Range %  High End:
Percent Based On: Gross sales price of all 
licensed products sold or 
otherwise disposed of.
Base Definition:
Additional Paym ent/ 
Consideration:
In addition, Licensor shall be 
issued 5 0 ,0 0 0  shares of 
common stock in Fonecash,
Inc.
Wednesday, October 0 3 ,  2 0 0 7
DISCLAIMER: The date on this form is the interpretation of the Financial Valuation Group of the document source obtained from the public domain. If data is not sup­
plied for various fields on the form, that data is not available in the source documents reviewed. The Financial Valuation Group mokes no warranties regarding the accu­
racy of the data or interpretation by the Financial Valuation Group of the source document as reflected in the data on this form. The user should consult the source doc­
ument for verification data. The Financial Valuation Group shall not be liable for warranties of fitness of purpose or merchantability, nor for indirect, special, or 
consequential damages. The Financial Group and the user agree that rtiis document is not "consumer goods" under state and Federal law. The sole and exclusive 
remedies for any breach of warranty shall not exceed the price of the form upon which the liability is based and which user paid to The Financial Valuation Group.
Licensee: FoneCash, Inc.
Licensee 1 9 87  SIC: 7371
Licensee 1997  NAICS: 541511
Licensee Country: U.S.
Licensee Industry: Custom Computer 
Programming Systems
Term of Agreement:
Term Type: Patent Life
Month of LA: 11
Day of LA: 1
Year of LA: 1 9 97
Original or Amended: Original
Exclusive:
Description of Product 
or Service:
License to patent method for 
powering telephone 
apparatus directly from the 
telephone line without 
external power.
Flat Fee: $ 3 0 ,0 0 0 .0 0
Range $  Low End:
Range $  High End:
Dollar Royalty Based 
On:
Flat fee to be paid as such: 
$ 5 ,0 0 0  due in 3 0  days after 
signing; $ 2 5 ,0 0 0  upon first 
funding of the IPO any other
Guaranteed Annual 
Royally:
$ 1 0 ,0 0 0  for 1 999;
$ 2 0 ,0 0 0  for 2 0 0 0
Maximum Fee for Life 
of Agreement:
Comments:
Source Document: 1 0 S B 1 2 G -E x
Date of Source: 1 2 / 3 0 / 1 9 9 9
ID # : 2 5 7 2I :
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an industry description or code, and 
describes the intellectual property 
licensed or sold. It also provides royalty 
rate details and other intellectual prop­
erty compensation, such as upfront 
payments or equity positions; transac­
tions terms, such as exclusivity or geo­
graphical restrictions; and source of 
information. AUS consultants tracked 
intellectual property royalty rate infor­
mation for more than 16 years. This 
database searches patents, technology, 
and trademark sale and license transac­
tions. The research begins after a dis­
cussion of the technology, industry, 
and key words. Customers can make 
requests by telephone or online.
The cost for up to 10 transactions 
is $250. The cost for up to 20 trans­
actions is $300. The charge increases 
$50 for every additional 10 transac­
tions. If no relevant license/sale 
transactions are found, then the 
charge is only $100.
Exhibit 2 presents an illustrative 
sample intellectual property license 
summary from the RoyaltySource 
license transaction database.
Deloitte Recap LLC— rDNA's Biotech Alliance Database
2033 N. Main St., Suite 1050, Walnut 
Creek, CA 94596-3722 (925/952- 
3870), www.rdna.com
Deloitte Recap (Recap) specializes 
in biotechnical alliances, earned 
alliance revenue, product sales, 
employment agreements, and com­
pany information and capitalization. 
Although this database contains 
license-related royalty rate data, it is 
not exclusive to intellectual property. 
This database tracks and analyzes 
nearly 15,000 biotechnology company 
alliances entered into since 1971. The 
search results indicate whether the 
subject alliance has filed Security and 
Exchange Commission (SEC) disclo­
sures and Recap has completed an 
analysis. The search results also pro­
vide links to licensor/licensee press 
releases and valuation history graphs.
Access to the database is by sub­
scription. The duration and type of 
subscription determine the cost. In 
addition to providing access to this
Exhibit 2: RoyaltySource
Illustrative Sample Intellectual Property License Transaction
RoyaltySource Intellectual Property Database
-A service provided by AUS Consultants-
Technology License
Licensee: NONINVASIVE MEDICAL TECHNOLOGIES LLC
Licensee Business: Electromedical equipment
Licensor: LIFE SIGNS DETECTION SYSTEM S, INC.
Licensor Business: Electromedical equipment
Royalty Rate, % (low range): 5.0
Royalty Rate, % (high range): 5.0
Upfront Fee: $ 3 0 0 ,0 0 0
Licensed Property:
In an exclusive agreement dated March 6 ,  2 0 0 6 , the Licensee was granted the use of technology that will provide 
heartbeat and respiration waveform through two layers of normal wear clothing. The Licensor acknowledges that 
this Agreement provides the Licensee a perpetual License to use the RF technology for vital signs monitoring and 
further acknowledges that the Licensee shall have exclusive ownership and title to all derivative technologies.
The Licensee has also entered into a contract with the U .S. Military whereby it is developing w hat is known as 
the Marco Polo project E-Tag system in connection with its desire to attempt to utilize the vital signs monitoring 
technology.
Compensation Detail:
Upfront Fee: Initial Payment of Three Hundred Thousand ($ 3 0 0 ,0 0 0 ) Dollars
Royalty: Life Signs Detection Systems ("L S D S ") will receive a royalty of 5% of the actually paid gross sales of any 
derivative products that incorporate LSD S's RF technology for vital signs monitoring which are based on LSD S's 
hardware, software, technology, trade secrets and intellectual property conveyed. The royalty will not exceed 50%  
of the actual net profits on annual commercial sales.
LSDS will also receive a royalty of 5% of the actually paid annual gross sales of the E/Tag device in connection 
with sales to the military/government, not to exceed 50%  of the actual net annual profits.
Source: Form SB-2 NONINVASIVE MEDICAL TECHNOLOGIES INC, 0 2 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 7
The source o f  information provided in this report has been gathered from public financial records, news releases, and other articles and references, and also includes 
a ll o f the licensing economics Review (LER) issues. While we believe the sources to be reliable, this does no t guarantee the accuracy or completeness o f  the infor­
mation provided.
database via a subscription, Recap 
provides deal-specific or consulting 
services on either a project basis or a 
retainer basis.
OTHER SOURCES OF ROYALTY RATE DATA
A valuation analyst can use other 
sources to research guideline intel­
lectual property license royalty rate
data. Approaches to gleaning data 
from these other sources include the 
following:
• Research of SEC document dis­
closures of selected guideline 
publicly traded companies
• Research of subject industry trade 
publications/newsletters and sub­
ject industry trade associations
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• Investigation of the subject own- 
e r /o p e ra to r  actual in b o u n d / 
outbound intellectual property 
licenses
• Independent confirmation of the 
subject owner/operator anecdotes 
regarding industry intellectual 
property license agreements
The RFR m ethod is based on the 
capitalization of a hypothetical intel­
lectual p roperty  license royalty
EXPERT TOOLS
A PRACTICAL GUIDE TO AD VALOREM PROPERTY 
TAX VALUATION
B y  M a rc  A n d re w  L a n d is
A review of Guide to Property Tax Valuation by Robert F. Reilly, CPA/ABV, 
and Robert P. Schweihs
The Guide to Property Tax Valuation is 
the latest addition to the collection 
of various valuation textbooks 
authored by the team of Robert Reilly, 
CPA/ABV, and Robert Schweihs, 
managing directors at the business 
valuation firm of Willamette Man­
agement Associates.
The guide will definitely be of 
interest to both experienced prop­
erty tax valuation professionals as 
well as to those less experienced in 
the complicated arena of valuation 
for ad valorem property tax pur­
poses. The authors provide a thor­
ough treatment of the subject mat­
ter, which makes it easy for 
professionals to obtain  a broad  
overview of a topic, or to delve into 
comprehensive detail and explicit
incom e/expense projection. The 
reliability of the royalty projection is 
based, at least in part, on the reliabil­
ity of the selected  hypothetical 
license royalty rate. And the reliabil­
ity of the selected royalty rate is 
based, at least in part, on the quality 
of the valuation analyst’s research of 
empirical royalty rate data.
examples when a professional needs 
further detail.
The guide is laid out in an orderly 
manner that leads the reader from 
the basic theory  to the general 
methodology, and then to specific 
topics. Examples are provided where 
necessary to further illumine the 
topic of discussion. The chapter 
tides in each section are descriptive, 
which allows the reader to easily find 
the information he or she is looking 
for. The book is organized into 10 
sections (33 chapters in all).
The guide addresses all types of 
property—real property, personal 
property, and tangible and intangi­
ble property. In addition, the key 
topics covered include valuation 
issues pertaining to income, sales
Robert Reilly, CPA/ABV, is firm managing 
director and resident in the Chicago office 
of Willamette Management Associates. He 
is coauthor and coeditor of several profes­
sional books and has served as editor and 
columnist for several professional periodi­
cals. Currently he is an editor for the ABI 
Journal, and he is the intellectual property 
editor for Valuation Strategies. He can be 
reached at rfreilly@ willam ette.com  and 
(730) 399-4318. Ashley L. Reilly is a third 
year law student at the University of Cali­
fornia, Davis Law School.
comparison, and cost approaches, 
with a particular focus on the analyt­
ical strengths and weaknesses of 
each approach . The valuation  
reporting section contains an espe­
cially helpful chapter on valuation 
expert testimony.
Professionals looking for a well- 
w ritten  and  p rac tica l tex t th a t 
focuses on the issues of ad valorem 
property tax valuation need look 
no further. Few books provide any 
in form ation  on this subject, let 
alone any devoted entirely to valua­
tion for ad valorem property tax 
purposes. Anyone involved in the 
process of ad valorem property tax 
compliance, appeal, or litigation 
should have this guide in his or her 
reference library.
This book is published by Willa­
mette Management Associates.
Marc Andrew Landis is a partner in and the 
chair of the Real Estate Department of 
Phillips Nizer LLP, headquartered in mid- 
town Manhattan, with offices in Garden 
City, Long Island, and Hackensack, New 
Jersey. Mr. Landis is a member of the inter­
national LAWorld legal network.
ARBITRATION DISPUTANTS: SHARE BIDS BEFORE MAKING 
INVESTMENT DECISIONS
In the first academic study to exam­
ine bidding and investment strate­
gies in final-offer arbitration, econo­
mists at the University of Arkansas
found that it is best for parties in 
conflict to make bids publicly 
observable before deciding how 
much time, effort, and money to
invest in building a case. The results 
provide insight into how final-offer 
arb itration  procedures m ight be 
standardized to minimize inefficient
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investments and generate moderate 
bidding behavior.
Final-offer arbitration is a specific 
type of arbitration in which the parties 
in conflict are required to submit a 
final offer, and an arbitrator chooses 
one of the two offers; there is no split­
ting the difference. A high profile 
example is Major League Baseball's 
use of this type of arbitration in labor 
disputes between players and owners.
“The breadth of cases settled by 
arbitration is rapidly expanding,” said 
Cary Deck, associate professor of eco­
nomics at the Sam M. Walton College 
of Business. “There are good reasons 
for this. As an alternative to civil litiga­
tion, the benefits of arbitration include 
quicker resolution and substantial sav­
ings in time and money. But there 
really aren’t any standards for how to 
go about arbitration. This fact, cou­
pled with the increasing reliance on 
arbitration in practice, necessitates an 
understanding of the strategies and 
incentives that the various forms of 
arbitration may generate.”
Deck, together with Amy Farmer, 
professor of economics at Walton 
College, conducted theoretical and 
controlled laboratory experiments 
on several final-offer arbitration sce­
narios dealing with the timing of 
offers and when or if disputants 
observe each other’s offer. As Deck 
m entioned , the researchers also
examined the extent to which the 
variables of timing and disclosure 
influenced how much time, money, 
and effort to invest in a case and 
what kind of offer to make. Some of 
their findings clash with popular 
arbitration strategies. Most notable 
of these findings is that the sharing 
of bids early in the process, prior to 
investment, most likely will lead to a 
mutually optimal settlement.
“We found that when disputants 
placed publicly observable bids prior 
to investing, those bids were less 
extreme and therefore more moder­
ate, or closer together,” Deck said. 
“In other words, the parties operated 
with considerable information about 
the opposition’s case. So there may 
be a spirit of cooperation or account­
ability to reach a mutually acceptable 
agreement. One might not be sur­
prised that making strategies public 
will enhance cooperation.”
ARBITRATION SCENARIOS
In theoretical tests, the researchers 
developed four arbitration scenarios: 
Invest Public, Bid Public, Bid Private, 
and Invest Private. In Invest Public, 
investments (time, money, and effort 
devoted to building a case) were 
made and observed by both parties 
p rio r to the subm ission of final 
offers. Bid Public described a situa­
tion in which investments were made
after the submission of final offers 
that were observable by both partici­
pants. In Bid Private, investments 
were made after the submission of 
final offers that were sealed or other­
wise not observable to the parties. 
Finally, Invest Private was a situation 
in which bids were made after unob­
servable investments.
In addition to the main finding 
that publicly observable bids prior to 
investing were less extreme, labora­
tory experim ents on three of the 
four theoretical scenarios produced 
the following results:
• Investments were lower than pre­
dicted in all three cases.
• Bid Private offers were m ore 
extreme, or aggressive, than Bid 
Public offers.
• Settlement rates were nominally 
highest (60%) in Bid Public and 
nominally lowest (53%) in Bid 
Private.
The researchers’ study will appear 
in a forthcoming issue of the Journal 
of Economic Behavior and Organization. 
Professors Farmer and Deck, along 
with Dao-Zhi Zeng of Kagawa Uni­
versity and Zhejiang University, have 
also written an article, “Amended 
Final-offer Arbitration Outperforms 
Final-offer Arbitration” for American 
Law and Economics Review” (October 
2007).
FASB TO FIX MEASUREMENT AND DISCLOSURE OF FAIR 
VALUE ESTIMATES
On February 18, 2009, Robert H. 
Herz, Chairm an of the Financial 
A ccounting S tandards Board 
(FASB), announced the addition of 
new FASB agenda projects intended 
to improve the application guidance 
used to determine fair values and 
disclosure of fair value estimates. 
The projects respond to recommen­
dations contained in the Securities 
and Exchange Commission’s (SEC) 
recen t study on m ark-to-m arket
accounting . The projects also 
respond to the input provided by 
FASB’s Valuation Resource Group 
(VRG), a group of valuation and 
accounting professionals who pro­
vide the FASB staff and board with 
inform ation  on im plem entation  
issues related to fair value measure­
ments used for financial statement 
reporting purposes.
According to Chairm an Herz, 
“The SEC expressed  co n tin u ed
support of fair value accounting in 
its study, but recommended consid­
eration of potential improvements in 
the guidance surrounding the appli­
cation of fair value principles. We 
agree with the SEC and with our Val­
uation Resource Group that more 
application guidance to determine 
fair values is needed in current mar­
ket conditions. Additionally, invest­
ors have asked for more informa­
tion and disclosure about fair value
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estimates. Therefore FASB is imme­
diately embarking on projects that 
d irectly  address areas tha t con­
stituents have told us are challenging 
in the curren t environm ent, and 
which will improve disclosures in 
financial reports.”
The fair value projects address 
both  application and disclosure 
guidance:
• The projects on application guid­
ance will address determ ining 
when a market for an asset or a 
liability is active or inactive; deter­
mining when a transaction is dis­
tressed; and applying fair value to 
interests in alternative invest­
ments, such as hedge funds and 
private equity funds.
• The project on improving disclo­
sures about fair value measure­
m ents will consider requ iring  
additional disclosures on such 
matters as sensitivities of measure­
ments to key inputs and transfers 
of items between the fair value 
measurement levels.
FASB an tic ipates com pleting  
projects on application guidance by 
the end of the second quarter of 
2009 and the project on improving
disclosures in time for year-end 
financial reporting. FASB has also 
recently proposed enhanced disclo­
sures in interim reports relating to 
the fair value of financial instru­
ments. Proposed FASB Staff Posi­
tion (FSP) FAS 107-b and Account­
ing Principles Board (APB) 28-a is 
available at w w w .fasb.org/fasb_ 
staff_positions/prop_fsp_fasl07-b& 
apb28-a.pdf.
FASB has also begun work with 
the International Accounting Stan­
dards Board (IASB) on a more com­
prehensive project to improve, sim­
plify, and converge the accounting 
for financial instrum ents. The 
boards are obtaining input on that 
project from several sources, includ­
ing the senior-level Financial Crisis 
Advisory G roup th a t has been 
formed to assist FASB and the IASB 
in evaluating financial reporting  
issues em anating from the global 
financial crisis.
The SEC study, Report and Recom­
mendations Pursuant to Section 133 of 
the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act 
of 2008: Study on Mark-To-Market 
Accounting, was issued to Congress 
by the SEC’s Office of the Chief
Accountant and Division of Corpo­
rate Finance on December 30, 2008, 
as mandated by the Emergency Eco­
nomic Stabilization Act of 2008. The 
211-page rep o rt recom m ended  
against suspending  fair value 
accounting standards and, instead, 
recom m ended  m aking specific 
improvements to existing practice. 
The report reaffirms that investors 
generally believe fair value account­
ing increases financial reporting  
transparency and that the informa­
tion it provides results in better in­
vestm ent decision-m aking. The 
report is available at www.sec.gov/ 
new s/studies/2008/m arktom arket 
123008.pdf.
On February 5, 2009 the FASB 
VRG met to provide the board with 
input on fair value issues. The group 
was formed in June 2007 in response 
to feedback received from  con­
stituents calling for the board to 
address issues relating to valuation 
for financial reporting. More infor­
mation about the VRG and its mem­
bers is available at www.fasb.org/ 
project/valuation_resource_group. 
shtml#background.
IRS ACKNOWLEDGES DIFFICULTY IN 
VALUING REAL PROPERTY
B y  L a n c e  S .  H a l l ,  A S A
The following article was published in the February 11, 2009 edition of The FMV 
Valuation Alert and is reprinted here with the permission of FMV Opinions, Inc.
On February 9, 2009 the Director of 
the IRS Small Business/Self-Em ­
ployed Division issued “interim guid­
ance on obtaining additional review 
of real property valuations in offer in 
compromise cases ....”1 Importantly, 
the IRS acknowledged that
“During these current economic 
times the value of real property
may be difficult to determine in 
specific markets and is frequently 
an area of dispute in the compu­
tation of reasonable collection 
potential. The purpose of the 
additional review is to confirm the 
value of the real property and 
ensure that the reasonable collec­
tion potential has been properly 
determ ined. These procedures
are m eant to supplem ent, not 
replace, the financial analysis and 
review provisions of the Internal 
Revenue Manual.
All employees should be sen­
sitive to the current economic con­
ditions that may be affecting tax­
payers when investigating the 
acceptability of an off er. Employees 
should continue to utilize all avail­
able resources to arrive at the most 
accurate property valuation possi­
ble, including a discussion with the 
taxpayer or their representative, or 
both, on the methods used to value 
the taxpayer’s property.”
Although this statem ent is not 
directly tied to estate and gift tax val­
uations and valuations of ongoing 
businesses, it is encouraging to note
1 SBSE-05-0209-006
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that the IRS, as a result of these diffi­
cult times, appears willing to consider 
the negative impact of these troubled 
times on valuations. This is ju st 
another indication that now may be 
the time to gift.2 X
2 Other reasons include (a) higher market volatility has resulted in substantially higher discounts for lack of 
marketability, (b) AFR rates are at historical lows, (c) asset values are considerably lower than they were just 
six months ago, and (d) the threat (although apparently low) of the elimination of valuation discounts (see 
H.R. 436).
Lance Hall, ASA, is a managing director and 
co-founder of FMV Opinions, Inc. (www. 
fmv.com) with offices in New York, San Fran­
cisco, Los Angeles, Irvine, Dallas and 
Chicago. Lance also heads FMV's estate and 
gift tax valuation practice. You can contact 
Lance directly at lhall@fmv.com.
Letters to the Editor
CPA Expert encourages readers to write letters on 
issues related to valuation, forensic, and litigation 
services and on published articles. Please include 
your name and email address. Send your letters by 
e-mail to wm oran@ aicpa.org.
BV NETWORKING GROUPS
The AICPA Forensic and Valuation Services (FVS) mem­
bership section is taking early registration for the inaugural 
BV Networking Group. The group is designed to allow valu­
ation firm managers and executives to meet in a confiden­
tial environment for the purpose of sharing and discussing 
best practices and lessons learned. This is a unique opportu­
nity to enhance your business valuation practice. The group 
meeting will be held on June 4-5, 2009 at the AICPA’s main 
office in New York, NY. The keynote speakers are Jay Fish­
man, Managing Director of Financial Research Associates, 
and Kevin Yeanoplos, CPA/ABV/ CFF, ASA, Director of Val­
uation Services for Brueggeman and Johnson Yeanoplos, 
P.C. The registration fee is $400. To find out more informa­
tion, please visit www.aicpa.org/bvnetwork or email us at 
bvnetwork@aicpa.org.
FOCUS IS GOING GREEN!
Beginning with the January/February 2009 Issue, Focus, 
the newsletter distributed gratis as a benefit to FVS Sec­
tion members, will no longer be printed and mailed to 
members. Instead, members will be alerted by email 
when each issue is posted to the FVS Web site and will 
be provided a link to each issue.
DON'T MISS AN ISSUE!
To make sure we have your current email address, go to 
www.aipca.org, log in, and update your member profile. 
If you have problems logging in, call AICPA customer 
service at (888) 777-7077 or email service@aicpa.org.
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